Changing English assessment standards in Japanese schools by SHILLAW John
1Abstract
　 Buoyed by winning the vote to hold the 2020 Olympics in Tokyo, the Japanese 
government took the decision to introduce changes to improve the teaching of  
English in Japanese schools and thereby demonstrate to the world that Japanese 
speakers can become more proficient in using English (MEXT, 2013).  One 
of  the proposals is for new curricula to be based upon the Council of  Europe 
Framework of  Reference for Languages (CEFR) which originated in Europe 
(Council of  Europe, 2001), but is now being adopted internationally (Bryam & 
Parmenter, 2012).  This paper begins by exploring the background to the decision 
by MEXT to adopt the CEFR.  I then describe the history and nature of  the 
CEFR and some of  critical views that have been expressed about it.  I then go on 
to briefly discuss how the CEFR has been used by three countries in Asia before 
exploring the development of  the CEFR-J (Negishi, 2012) in detail.  I conclude by 
expressing some caution about the way that MEXT plans to employ the CEFR/
CERF-J in Japan and by pointing out some difficulties MEXT will face preparing 
teachers for implementing new assessment systems in schools.
1. Introduction
　 In December 2013, the Ministry of  Education, Culture, Sports, Science 
and Technology (MEXT) announced their “English Education Reform Plan 
in Response to Globalization” (MEXT, 2013).  The plan contained several 
controversial proposals.  One was to increase the number of  years of  English 
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study in elementary school from two to four years (grade 3 to grade 6).  Another 
was to place even greater emphasis on teaching according to communicative 
learning goals.  Yet another was the requirement that teachers at all levels should, 
in principle, conduct classes completely in English.  However, perhaps the most 
radical change was that, for the first time, MEXT set explicit English proficiency 
targets for students and teachers.
　 The schedule for change began in January 2014, with the establishment of  
an expert council whose task is to prepare detailed proposals for MEXT.  These 
proposals are to be reviewed and amended with the final decisions on curricula 
and assessment to be made by 2018.  Changes will be introduced incrementally in 
the following two years, with full implementation to begin in 2020.  By the middle 
of  2014, MEXT’s expert council had commissioned surveys related to students’ 
attitude to the learning of  English and their motivation to learn.  At the same 
time, students in the junior high school and senior high school were also canvassed 
for their scores from Eiken tests.  The results of  the survey showed that the 
percentage of  third year senior high school students in the who had passed Grade 
3 had risen slightly in the past two years.  A similar picture was found for high 
school students who had passed Grade pre―2.
　 By the end of  September 2014, MEXT issued a follow-up report based 
upon the surveys (MEXT, 2013), “to give a more concrete shape to the English 
Education Reform Plan responding to the Rapid Globalization.” In the report the 
council expresses the need:
...to measure students’ English proficiency and utilize the results for 
detailed improvement and enhancement of  education and improvement 
of  students’ motivation for learning, we must set English proficiency 
targets which are suitable for students’ special needs and career choices 
at the stage of  graduation from high school (e.g. Grade 2 or Pre―1 of  the 
Eiken Test, or TOEFL iBT score of  60 or more, etc.) in addition to the 
conventional English proficiency goals (50% of  junior high school and high 
school students attain the goals defined according to the Course of  Study 
(Grade 3 of  the Eiken Test or higher by the time of  graduation from junior 
high school; Grade Pre―2 or 2 of  the Eiken Test or higher by the time of  
graduation from high school)). (MEXT, 2014)
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　 In addition to the surveys described above, about 60,000 third-year high school 
students were randomly selected and assessed on their ability to use the four skills 
in English.  What is interesting about this study is that MEXT chose to measure 
students’ English abilities against the lowest three levels (A1, A2 and B1) of  the 
Common European Framework of  Reference for Foreign Languages (CEFR), 
and not Eiken tests.  The reason for this became clear when MEXT revealed that 
for the first time all the English curricula, from elementary school to high school, 
would be referenced against the CEFR levels and standards.  MEXT will also 
require that classroom materials should be in line with the goals of  the CEFR 
and that teachers will need to teach according to the spirit of  the CEFR, i.e., by 
applying communicative principles to teaching and assessment.
　 The following section outlines the origin and development of  the CEFR and 
some of  the critical issues that might be relevant when considering its adoption 
into the Japanese English education system.
2. The development of the CEFR
　 The CEFR is the culmination of  a movement to establish plurilingualism and 
pluriculturalism in Europe following the end of  World War II.  Founded in 1949, 
the Council of  Europe (COE) was set up to unite the shattered nations of  Europe 
through education and cultural exchanges.  Central to this effort was the need for 
citizens of  the European states to try to become conversant in three European 
languages, including their mother tongue.  By the mid―1970s, experts in the field 
of  language education working with the COE, such as Wilkins (1976, 1978) and 
Trim (1978), had collaborated to develop a framework which would help European 
nations and states to define common curricula that were language-independent 
and which embraced the newly-emergent communicative approach to the teaching 
of  foreign languages.
　 In 1991, at an intergovernmental symposium in Switzerland, a research group 
was set up to develop a framework that would inform the teaching, learning and 
assessment of  foreign languages in Europe (Council of  Europe, 1992).  A decade 
later, their work culminated in the publication of  the CEFR (Council of  Europe, 
2001).  The COE hoped that the framework would:
•  promote and facilitate cooperation among educational institutions in different 
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Table 1. Common Reference Levels: global scale (Council of  Europe, 2001: 24)
Proficient U
ser
C2
•  Can understand with ease virtually everything heard or read.
•  Can summarise information from different spoken and written sources, 
reconstructing arguments and accounts in a coherent presentation.
•  Can express him/herself  spontaneously, very fluently and precisely, differentiating 
finer shades of  meaning even in more complex situations.
C1
•  Can understand a wide range of  demanding, longer texts, and recognise implicit meaning.
•  Can express him/herself  fluently and spontaneously without much obvious 
searching for expressions.
•  Can use language flexibly and effectively for social, academic and professional purposes.
•  Can produce clear, well-structured, detailed text on complex subjects, showing 
controlled use of  organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.
Independent U
ser
B2
•  Can understand the main ideas of  complex text on both concrete and abstract 
topics, including technical discussions in his/her field of  specialisation.
•  Can interact with a degree of  fluency and spontaneity that makes regular 
interaction with native speakers quite possible without strain for either party.
•  Can produce clear, detailed text on a wide range of  subjects and explain a viewpoint 
on a topical issue giving the advantages and disadvantages of  various options.
B1
•  Can understand the main points of  clear standard input on familiar matters 
regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, etc.
•  Can deal with most situations likely to arise whilst travelling in an area where the language is spoken.
•  Can produce simple connected text on topics, which are familiar, or of  personal interest.
•  Can describe experiences and events, dreams, hopes & ambitions and briefly give 
reasons and explanations for opinions and plans.
Basic U
ser
A2
•  Can understand sentences and frequently used expressions related to areas of  
most immediate relevance (e.g. very basic personal and family information, 
shopping, local geography, employment).
•  Can communicate in simple and routine tasks requiring a simple and direct 
exchange of  information on familiar and routine matters.
•  Can describe in simple terms aspects of  his/her background, immediate 
environment and matters in areas of  immediate need.
A1
•  Can understand and use familiar everyday expressions and very basic phrases 
aimed at the satisfaction of  needs of  a concrete type.
•  Can introduce him/herself  and others and can ask and answer questions about personal 
details such as where he/she lives, people he/she knows and things he/she has.
•  Can interact in a simple way provided the other person talks slowly and clearly and is prepared to help.
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countries;
•  provide a sound basis for the mutual recognition of  language qualifications;
•  assist learners, teachers, course designers examining bodies, and educational 
administrators to situate and co-ordinate their efforts. (Council of  Europe, 2001: 
5)
　 The CEFR 2001 volume contains 54 language proficiency scales describing 
language activities and competences at six “criterion” levels (Council of  Europe, 
2001: 32).  Table 1 shows the global scale which describes language ability in the 
broadest of  terms, but some of  the other scales are complemented by “plus” 
levels, such as A2+.  Each scale has a descriptor which describes learner ability in 
terms of  performance derived from an action-oriented approach.  The desirability 
of  describing proficiency in terms of  task-related criteria was considered to be 
well suited to the goal of  plurilingualism set by the COE.  It also facilitated the 
introduction of  a series of  “Can-Do statements” designed to enable teachers and 
language assessment professionals to describe leaners’ abilities in terms of  real 
world skills.  Just as importantly, the descriptors can be written in simpler terms to 
enable learners to assess themselves using the same scales.  The ultimate goal of  
the CEFR is for self-assessment to be combined with school-based assessments, 
scores from standardised tests, and a dossier of  exemplar work, to create a 
European Language Portfolio which learners can use to document their level of  
proficiency and their learning profile.
3. Critical issues with the CEFR
　 The development work leading up to the publication of  the CEFR standards 
in 2001 (Council of  Europe, 2001) and the subsequent research has been highly 
praised by many in the language assessment community for advancing theory and 
practice in the field.  There are, however, some who have reservations about the 
principles on which the CEFR is based or question how the CEFR is being used 
in different contexts.
　 Weir (2005) raises four critical points which he argues need to be addressed to 
improve the validity of  the CEFR descriptors and the scales.  He notes that:
1．The scales have weak context validity because they reflect incomplete or 
uneven contextual variables of  performance conditions.
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2．Theory-based validity is challenged by the fact that there is no coherent 
justification for the model of  cognitive processing assumed by the CEFR scales.
3．Activities outlined in the descriptors are seldom related to the quality of  
performance expected to complete them, which compromises scoring validity.
4．The wording of  some descriptors are not transparent or consistent enough to 
allow for use in further test development.
　 Despite his reservations, Weir is broadly optimistic about the future 
development and use of  the CEFR, but he cautions that:
It is crucial that the CEFR is not seen as a prescriptive device, but rather a 
heuristic which can be refined by language testers to better meet their needs 
...The CEFR as constituted does not enable us to say tests are comparable let 
alone equip us to develop comparable tests. (Weir, 2005: 298)
　  Alderson (2007) expresses caution about the methodology of  the 
development of  the CEFR and points out that although the CEFR assumes that 
a communicative activity requires a certain proficiency level in any language, this 
assumption has not been validated by empirical research.  Like Weir, he questions 
whether the development of  the CEFR is based on a coherent model of  second 
language acquisition (SLA) research.  Hulstijn (2007) is critical of  the seminal 
work done by North (2000) in formulating the CEFR scales.  Hulstijn notes that 
the scales are empirical only to the extent that they calibrate teacher perceptions: 
they are not empirically derived from L2 learner data.  Fulcher (2004) agrees that 
learner competency was not incorporated into the scales and may be deemed as 
the perception of  European teachers and testers and the term “common” only 
refers to the agreement among a relatively small group of  experts.  Hudson (2005) 
is yet another to question the claim of  empiricism, observing that “whereas the 
descriptors were empirically scaled based on performance ratings, the particular 
descriptors were not subsequently cast as actual test prompts and then calibrated 
again to determine if  they still scale hierarchically” (p. 218).
　 Fulcher is particularly critical of  the nature of  the CEFR and how it is 
being used by educational institutions and other entities as a source of  power 
or influence.  His principal argument is that the CEFR is not actually a valid 
framework and cautions that what he terms “Frankenstein scales” should be 
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applied with the utmost caution in any context.  In addition, he is concerned 
that the rapid spread of  the use of  the CEFR across Europe and other parts 
of  the world “can be accounted for by the ease with which it can be used in 
standards-based assessment” (Fulcher, 2010).  In support of  his position, he 
quotes Davies who worries that “large-scale operations like the CEFR may be 
manipulated unthinkingly by juggernaut-like centralizing institutions” (Davies, 
2008: 438).  Fulcher also notes with concern the increasing trend for institutions 
and educational systems outside of  Europe to adopt the CEFR.  In a particularly 
strong condemnation of  the trend, he writes:
The indiscriminate exportation of  the CEFR for use in standards-based 
education and assessment in non-European contexts, such as Hong Kong 
and Taiwan, shows that [John] Trim was correct when he observed that “there 
will always be people who are trying to use it as an instrument of  power.” 
(Fulcher, 2010: 16).
　 In the following section I summarise how and why three countries in Asia, 
Uzbekistan, China, and Taiwan, have adopted the CEFR.
4. CEFR in Asia
　 It is probably fair to say that the adoption of  the CEFR has radically 
transformed the discourse related to the practice of  curriculum development 
and assessment in Europe.  The sheer number of  publications and conferences 
devoted to research into various facets of  the CEFR bears testament to this (North, 
2014; Byram & Parmenter, 2012; Martyniuk, 2010; Bonnet, 2007).  As a result of  
all the attention, the CEFR has attracted much interest from language educators 
outside of  Europe, especially from countries in Asia, including Japan.  Perhaps, as 
Fulcher (2010) and Davies (2008) fear, some education authorities cannot resist 
taking an “off-the-shelf” package to ease the burden on resources and reduce the 
time needed to formulate curriculum and assessment goals.
4.1　Uzbekistan
　 The government in Uzbekistan has made the CEFR the central element of  
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curriculum reform.  Madaminov (2017) explains that from 2013, the English 
language curriculum and forms of  assessment for students from the age of  seven 
until university graduate school level has been mapped onto the original CEFR 
scales.  As a consequence, around 30,000 teachers of  English in Uzbekistan are 
having to undergo pre-service or in-service training to learn how to teach using 
an appropriate, communicative-style methodology.  The results of  surveys that 
Madaminov conducted with teachers in Uzbekistan showed that they were familiar 
with and understood the proposed curriculum reforms and were aware that they 
would have to adopt a new teaching methodology.  However, they were uncertain 
about the principles and practice in relation to CEFR-style assessment they would 
need to use.  As of  January 2017, there appear to be no initiatives as yet in training 
teachers how to use CEFR scales for classroom assessment.
4.2　China
　 The challenges faced by the education authorities in China are considerable 
since the responsibility for setting curriculum content and assessment standards 
are not centralized, but set by provincial authorities (Yan et al., 2017).  Currently, 
English language education experts from inside and outside China are 
collaborating to create a test (provisionally called China Standards of  English) to 
be adopted nationally and which will do away with the unacceptable variability 
in the system (Wang & Xu, 2014).  The revised curriculum and assessment 
systems are using the CEFR as a source of  inspiration, but the Chinese Ministry 
of  Education and the National Education Examinations Authority are insisting 
on producing a framework devised specifically for Chinese learners (National 
Education Examinations Authority, 2014).
4.3　Taiwan
　 Taiwan, in contrast with its mainland neighbour, has decided to adopt the 
CEFR along the same lines as Japan, and for very much the same reasons.  In 
2005, the Taiwan Ministry of  Education adopted the CEFR as a source for the 
establishment of  target English levels as part of  a concerted push to increase 
the Taiwan’s international profile in order to stimulate tourism, to attract new 
investment, and to expand business opportunities (Wu, 2008).  The goals set by 
the ministry are for at least 50% of  university graduates to achieve at least B1 level, 
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while the same number of  students in vocational type schools should achieve a 
minimum of  A2 level on the CEFR scale.  With regard to teachers of  English in 
elementary and junior high school, at least 30% should be at B1 level, with 45% 
reaching B2 (Wu, 2007).
　 Learners are strongly encouraged to take international examinations that 
are directly aligned with the CEFR standards, such as the Cambridge English 
examinations or International English Language Testing System (IELTS). 
Alternatively, learners could take a TOEFL or TOEIC test because score reports 
included CEFR scale equivalences.  In 2006, around 100,000 people took one 
of  the above-mentioned tests, but more than 500,000 people still chose to 
take the locally-produced General English Proficiency Test (GEPT).  The five 
examinations which make up the GEPT are not aligned to the CEFR scales (Wu & 
Wu, 2010; Wu, 2014), but are, in fact, very similar in design to and are used for the 
same purpose as the Eiken tests which are widely taken in Japan.
5. CEFR in Japan
5.1　Planning
　 In the introduction section of  this paper, I summarized several reports from 
MEXT which detailed the proposed changes to the teaching and assessment of  
English in schools by 2020.  I noted that in 2013 MEXT were considering only 
Eiken Grade 3 and pre―2 tests as target levels for students, yet by the following 
year they reported leaner ability from Can-Do surveys and language tests based on 
the CEFR scales.  In fact, by 2013, the Eiken organisation had already introduced 
the use of  simple Can-Do statements for all of  their tests.  The statements were 
not taken from the CEFR descriptors, but undoubtedly were influenced by them. 
In fact, only one study published by Eiken researchers (Dunlea & Matsudaira, 
2009) has tried to validate Eiken test descriptors by having 13 trained raters 
compare items from sections of  Eiken Grade 1 and Grade pre―1 tests with 
CEFR descriptors.  The researchers claim that the item difficulties do match the 
target CEFR C1 and B2 levels respectively, although they express doubt about the 
reliability of  some of  the raters’ judgments.
　 In 2011, MEXT published a report (MEXT, 2011) which goes into some detail 
about the need to set standards for the assessment of  English.  Typically, MEXT 
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explicitly supports Eiken tests, but for the first time includes the newly created 
Global Test of  English Communication (GTEC) which was developed by Benesee 
Corporation, a long-time collaborator with MEXT on research into English. 
However, we also find the following significant statement in the report:
In case of  junior and senior high schools, each school sets up specific 
learning attainment targets in the form of  ‘Can-Do lists’ to attain English 
proficiency required of  the students, which makes easier refinement and 
improvement of  teaching techniques and assessment methods based on the 
contents of  the Courses of  Study. (MEXT, 2011: 4―5)
5.2　CEFR-J
　 For the first time in a MEXT report (2011), we find reference to Can-Do 
statements, although not to the CEFR itself.  However, MEXT officials at the 
time were almost certainly aware of  the CEFR, not only because of  its growing 
international profile, but also because several members on one of  their advisory 
committees were engaged in research into adapting the CEFR scales for use in 
Japan.  Their research ended in 2012 and became known as the CEFR-J project. 
Shortly after the end of  the project, the team published a guidebook aimed at 
educators and administrators.  In 2013, MEXT decided to adopt the CEFR-level 
specific proficiency targets in the English curricula for students from elementary 
school to high school.
　 A precursor to the CEFR-J began in 2004 when a team of  researchers surveyed 
large samples of  students and working people in Japan in an attempt to profile 
their proficiency levels in English.  By then end of  the study period in early 2008, 
the project team proposed a number of  Can-Do statements reflecting the range 
of  English language skills manifested by the sample.
　 A second project began in 2008 that aimed to develop a framework based on 
the CEFR levels and which would reflect the levels of  ability in Japan.  The results 
of  language surveys showed that over 80% of  respondents fell into the A1 and A2 
levels, with the remainder in the B levels; almost nobody reached C level ability. 
This led the researchers to propose that to reflect greater variation in English 
proficiency in the Japanese context, additional levels were needed.  The model 
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proposed sub-dividing the original CEFR levels more discretely, as follows:
　 In order to assess the validity of  the revised CEFR-J model, the researchers 
wrote descriptors for all four language skills at the proposed new levels and then 
gave them to 5,468 students in junior high schools, high schools and universities. 
The results of  the study (Tono & Negishi, 2012) suggested that the new levels did 
a better job of  discriminating ability than the original CEFR scales.
　 The research findings reported by the CEFR-J project group (Negishi, 2012; 
Negishi, Takada, & Tono, 2013) represent an impressive body of  work.  It 
incorporates a variety of  approaches and methodologies to present a strong case 
for the validity of  the CEFR-J framework and scales.  However, a series of  studies 
conducted by Runnels cast serious doubt on the CEFR-J scale’s accuracy and their 
use.  Her first study (Runnels, 2013a) revealed that a group of  university students 
were able to rank global descriptors at the CEFR-J A1 and A2 levels close to the 
predicted order, but no statistically significant differences in difficulty was found 
between adjacent levels.  Runnels therefore suggests that five separate categories 
might be too many and that there is a risk that users’ ability to make consistent 
judgments regarding task difficulty or level proficiency might be compromised.  In 
a follow-up study, Runnels (2013b) found the same problem when students were 
asked to rank descriptors for the individual skills.
　 Runnel’s subsequent studies (2013c; 2014) revealed inconstancies in how 
learners and teachers reacted to the CEFR-J descriptors and scales.  She found that 
there was not a strong relationship between students’ self-assessment and their 
actual scores on language tests.  Furthermore, when asked to rate students using 
the CEFR-J scales, teachers found it difficult to relate to some of  the descriptors 
and had trouble assessing consistently.  These findings raise concern for the future 
of  Can-Do assessment in Japanese schools because, as noted above, MEXT places 
great importance on their use in teacher and student evaluation.  If  school teachers 
are unable to rate students reliably, it will raise doubt about the quality of  school-
based evaluation.
Pre-A1
A1.1
A1.2
A1.3
A2.1
A2.2
B1.1
B1.2
B2.1
B2.2
C1 C2
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5.3　CEFR and other standards
　 As I have mentioned earlier in this paper, the Eiken organisation claims that 
their scores from the higher grade tests are closely related to the upper levels of  
CEFR (Dunlea & Matsudaira, 2009).  We have also noted that MEXT has tended 
to favour the use of  local tests, especially Eiken, for setting proficiency targets. 
Not surprisingly, therefore, MEXT (2015) has published a table that presents 
the relationship between CEFR and Eiken scales.  In fact, as shown in in Table 
2, MEXT includes other English tests that it claims are equivalent to both Eiken 
grades and the CEFR scale.
　 In the original table, MEXT notes that the information is “Prepared by MEXT 
Table 2. Comparisons with CEFR. (Adapted from MEXT, 2015)
CEFR
Cambridge 
English
Test in Practical 
English Proficiency 
(EIKEN)
GTEC 
CBT
IELTS TEAP
TOEFL 
iBT
TOEFL 
Junior
TOEIC/
TOEIC 
S & W
C2
CPE
(200+)
8.5―
9.0
C1
CAE
(180―199)
Grade 1
(2810―3400) 1400
7.0―
8.0
400
95―
120
1305―1390
L & R 945～
S & W 360～
B2
FCE
(160―179)
Grade Pre―1
(2596―3200)
1250―
1399
5.5―
6.5
334―
399
72―94 341―
352
1095―1300
L & R 785～
S & W 310～
B1
PET
(140―159)
Grade 2
(1780―2250)
1000―
1249
4.0―
5.0
226―
333
42―71 322―
340
790―1090
L & R 550～
S & W 240～
A2
KET
(120―139)
Grade Pre―2
(1635―2100)
700―
999
3.0
186―
225
300―
321
385―
785
385―785
L & R 225～
S & W 160～
A1
From Grade 3 
through Grade 5
(790―1875)
―699 2.0
200―380
L & R 120～
S & W 80～
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from references published by each language tester” (MEXT, 2015).  In effect, 
MEXT are implying that the equivalences must be accurate and reliable because 
of  the data source.  However, this is a very naïve view and by publishing the table, 
MEXT may be guilty of  presenting an oversimplified picture of  a complex set of  
relationships between the tests.
　 As I discussed in a recent paper (Shillaw, 2017), this simplistic use of  
equivalence data may lead to considerable confusion for test users and test 
consumers.  This is particularly so when the tests listed in Table 2 patently do not 
test the same skills or are not designed for the same purpose.  Trying to reference 
multiple tests, or trying to claim them as being equivalent, requires research that 
must meet the most stringent of  conditions.  The International Language Testing 
Association (2007) and the Joint Committee on Testing Practices (2004), two 
highly respected arbiters in the field of  assessment, both counsel against the abuse 
of  data in this way.
　 It could be argued that there is little harm in MEXT presenting this table if  it is 
only for reference.  It might be acceptable if  that were the case, and if  there were 
a clear warning about accepting the data at face value.  The problem is that MEXT 
has recently announced that it intends to introduce serious and far-reaching 
changes to school-based assessment and the forms of  assessment students can 
take to enter university in Japan.  Specifically, with regard to English, MEXT now 
wants to open up the assessment of  English to allow students to choose which 
English test they will take to enter the college of  their choice.  Most of  the tests 
and the grades shown in Table 2 are being promoted by MEXT, putting pressure 
on universities to accept test standards which have not been validated.
6. Conclusion
　 Despite some of  the critical points that I have raised in this paper concerning 
the assessment of  English in Japan, I applaud the initiatives from MEXT to place 
greater emphasis on setting standards that are fair and transparent.  However, 
now that MEXT has decided to adopt the CEFR into the English curricula and 
to extend the number of  acceptable tests for school or university use, they are 
now faced by another, and perhaps most serious challenge: that of  implementing 
the new standards.  The ability of  teachers to implement assessment based on the 
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CEFR will be crucial in ensuring the success of  the assessment of  English and 
also of  the new curricula which will be in place by 2020.  As far as I am aware, at 
the time of  writing, MEXT has not proposed a plan of  any kind to indicate how 
and when the training of  teachers for the new curricula and assessment will be 
conducted.  With only three years to go, it is imperative that MEXT communicates 
to teachers what will be expected of  them as soon as possible, and that the 
relevant authorities set up training programs that will prepare teachers to create 
curricula in line with CEFR standards and enable them to assess their students as 
reliably as possible.
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